
" GOOD EVENING, My name is Sanford Rome and I lived at 14645 SW Willamette Street, 97t4O

I want to thank the commission and the members for the public hearing tonight and for receiving public

input for this important land use application. lt has been a long time since I have been able to come

before you and I am glad I can do so with openness and disclosure. Some of you may not know me. lf
you do, thank you for being a friend. lf you don't know me, well rumors have always ex¡sted about me

and they are..... probably true.

Before I get started on tonþht's presentat¡on, I would like to thank the Armed Services and

acknowledge the tragedy of this week. I would also ask for a moment of remembrance and silence.

In tribute, I am also here today as a veteran and a long t¡me member of our community. I have lived in

Sherwood for 36 years. During that t¡me I have seen many a builder, contractor, developer come to th¡s

town and pillage. We as citizens are still picking up the pieces of the burdens and responsibilities of the
previous councils and plarrning commissions. I am asking you folks of this commission not to do that. I

have welcomed development over the years. I have always had one request however, - "lf you let them

come don't let them burden us all with the¡r development mistakes." (THAT SAYS lT ALL).

I am a college graduate, I have an insurance underwriting license, am a father of two kids*born and

raised here in Sherwood, and a grandfather. I am also a Landlord in this town, and have numerous

properties in Sherwood. Over the past 36 years the continued lack of control by the planning

commission and city council has put me, my propert¡es, you and your properties in to financial peril.

That says it ALL again.

As a quick reference of early development in Sherwood-

I objected to the 2 inch water line and galvanized pipe and lack of street lights.

We as a city paid to re-do the water line and put ¡n some street lights.

No sidewalks and City paid after the fact limited street lighting

1 st phased Planned development.. D¡d phase 1, left town forever. Phase 2 some years

later revived by Keith Witmore.. Sherwood required bonding for the road

improvements. Witmore bailed before complete build out and never finished street

improvements. C¡ty put bond money in generalfunds.. roadway never 2no lift paved. (

Cost more than bond at t¡me to be done.) 5o we lowered the manholes and filled

around them.. Leaving repaving for all of us to pay at a later time as the moneys from

bonding had been spent ¡n labor and administrative costs.. or so I was told.
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ln the early 1.970s, I came before a City Council/commission like your commission tonight. We

mentioned the need for city services such as water, sewer, transportation, schools and the likes. The

city said we have to address each request individually and could not at that t¡me analyze, impose, or put

in requirements that were not part of the plans.

DR. B¡ll Hill, then school Superintendent said: "We would have to accommodate the students when they
arrive". I suggested we needed a fund (fee)to help with the costs associated with the purchasing of
property for new schools. C¡ty d¡d not want to go down that road, so st¡ll today we all pay for students

tomorrow.

We then began to change. We sought out development. We realized that we desperately needed a

storm water plan. Ultimate final view of the plan became a document that without local citizen input, it
would not have happened. My property on Willamette Streetwas also impacted dramatically and

overtly by the city. Without knowing it-l will bet all of you know my propefi-it ¡s the one located

just south of that traffic barrier on the half built street section of Willamette Street near Kathy Park by

Murdock Road. lf you would like to discuss that later individually I would enjoy speaking with you, or if
the city would finally like to resolve that I would like that opportun¡ty.

An early attempt to "You build it, they will come" was known in town as the Murdock Road LlD. lt was

Bancroft bonded. Sanford Rome was the only one to pay his bond share. When the LID failed, and the

bond was assigned to the entire city, I was never given a refund of the 90% monies I paid of
approximately $26,000. lt all went to the General fund and the citizens of Sherwood and indebtedness

of the project was passed to the entire city.

April Meadows properties adjacent to me was another project that got into trouble. When Dale

DeHarport and his construd¡on company decided that the economics of the day could not longer

support building, he left the unfinished portions of Kathy Street for the city-as a town we picked his

pieces in lieu of foreclosure. The city chose to sell that22 acres to another partnersh¡p spearheaded by

Lou Fascano- the man that wrote the famous "Fascano decision" standard known throughout the state

of Oregon known as "if you build it they will come. "

The city gave that property away-- not for cost - not for the value of the land,-- no we gave it away to
him and allowed him to increase the density to what is now our MDRL standards. From 7000 sf to 5000

sf.

We thereby gifted to Fascano in excess of 5250,000 in goodies - to a guy who never built a house in this

town, or ever lived in this town. This is important because in addition to the giveaways- he filled a

wetlands. Thankfully, the Division of State Lands and others made him pay for filling the Murdock

drainway. But guess What? | am still paying a price for those Fascano mistakes. What has happened?

ALL of the water from Kathy Park pours out from that subdivision and on to my property. Still that
problem has not resolved-some 20 years later - Willamette Street has an 18 ft roadway with a

barrier. This is important backdrop for the traffic impact discussion we are having tonight.

In the early 1980s, then Mayor Walt Hitchcock said "we need to help developers to help spur growth."

Fair Oaks Subdivision was given several concessions. lt has always been known that growth happens



when opportun¡ty and the market preva¡ls- not when development ¡s forced with city funds and

incentives. The problem with Fair Oaks is this very issue. There is no storm water control, No street
lights or bulbs or sidewalks over there. Because of Fascano and Dehaport we change development

standards.

With Lee Park by Meineke Road and the high school, we cont¡nued to allow the developer not to be

required to build sidewalks. We had street lights by then. After Phase 1, the developer/builder decided

not to build Phase 2 and left ¡t to the city during the 1980s. The city started requiring bonding and when
Whitmore didn't complete his improvements, thankfully the bonding was used to complete the paving

ofthe street.

We didn't require sidewalks on Norton Street in 1975. Dates may differ a l¡ttle. Our history though
makes my point about development.

In the early 1990s we let Mike and Larry Kay build 52 multi-family units (apartments) on Murdock Road.

It was two phased and took more than one year. We allowed them to maximize the density and put in
52 units. That have kept a good family apartment project in place and the Kays still own the units today.
They never put ¡n the walkway and kids playground that was supposed to be part of Phase 2. They have

stayed in Shenarood and are keeping it maintained. As far as the apartment parking* it spills onto
Murdock Road and their parking rat¡o is higher at 1.5 stalls/unit.

Normally my time would be up now. I would ask the Planning Commission for a few more minutes to
cont¡nue. lf not, if any members of the audience will let me cont¡nue and yield their time.

I am here with many issues about this proposed developement.



Sanford Rome
\trlillamette Street
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Shenntood Planning Commission
City of Sherwood, Oregon

Gommenús for Propooed eannery PUÞ Hearlng

In the past 36 vears I have seen a lot. if not all in Sherwood

Who lam
What I do
What I know<itizens pay for planning mistakes in many ways!
How Long I have lived in Shenrood

Kay Apartments- 52 units on 5 acres. One of Shelwood's nicer complex's

Walking trail never happened, play structure was not on final plans and CITY
missed it. Neither was built.

Parking soills onto Murdock Rd lhigher ratio than this orooosal)

FairOaks Subdivision:

Sam Gotter- developer, Walt Hitchcock-Mayor

No curbs, storm water system, street lights, or s¡dewalks.
'Gotter' purposed PUD, thus cutting them out to save costs under

the disguise of 'Affordable Housing" - 1 acre lots? Could not DO the development and
would give the proproty to the City as Deharport had on April Meadows last phase.

Mayor Hitchcock stated in the recorded when I challenged these
issues: "We needed to help start development." Moat of know or ahould realiz€ that "Development
happens when need is sufficient and proper planning helps make it possible."



Recent:

Snyder Park: Bought with water funds,
Developed as a park first,
Water tank infrastructure added later

Snyder family did not want to sell- City didn't need all 20 acres, forced
negotiations.

l0 year provision not to sell off parts of 20 acres
Mayor Cottle wanted to sell off 5 lots before 10 yrs

Snyder family said 'No"
Mayor/Council hit back changed park name to "Sunset' Park
As soon as Cottle was off Council, people petitioned to change

the name back to honor Snyder Family
Julia Hajduk said "Now the 10 years have passed, we can do what we

want with the lots on the Snyder property."
Now city is going to sell lots because they need money for operations-

lf they sell, the proceeds should be kept in a capital asset account

Problems With Proposed Cannerv Square PUD

Traffic lssues- Transportation study focuses' on their wants-misses what really happens

Photo of Pine Street where it jogs
Photo of Willamette Street past the site
Photo of Willamette Street corner by City's Field House
Photo of Unimproved Lincoln Street
Photo of Willamette into Roy Street past Rome home to Murdock

Parking lssues- Say NO to request to reduce the parking ratio: leSS than I :1 , nOt
even fgalistiC. Asking and making more traffic flow problems, as they exist in Woodhaven.

We cannot afford to deviate from parking standards-there isn't enough
parking NOW in Old Town

Murdock Apts parking overflows to Murdock Road
Keyes Apts/Condos overflows to Cedarbrook Way
Sunfield Lakes Apts overflows to Century Drive

Guess What? Much of Willamette street No parking either side...
Where will they go? To the surrounding neighborhoodsl

Say NO to request to reduce the compact parking from 25o/o or 50% of the spaces

Building Design / Setback lssues

Dormitory style not good for neighborhood

Applicant is asking for setback changes (see p. 19 staff report) from 30 ft to ZERO ft



Scale of building is too large for surrounding residential
- "enhanced screening" of landscape recommended by the staff report on page 20 will
not solve the problem

Building height is supposed to be controlled by the MDRH zone which is 2.5 stories or
35 feet whichever is less (See MDRH and PUD zoning handouts) With a PUD request

you cannot use the HDR standards-you have to look at the MDRH height standard

Applicant has to provide 'On site recreation" for the tenants of the apartments (See p. 31

of staff report.) Applicant MUST be provided to the tenants per Code Section 16.142.02O:
t 2Ùo/o of the open space SHALL be retained in common open space
I A Minimum of 50% of the open space SHALL be suitable for active

recreation
I Must be Shown on the site plan and physically situated to be readily

accessible and usable by all residents of the development
¡ Recreation space to be a minimum of 800 sf and 15 feet wide and planted in

grass or otherwise suitably improved

Density lssues-

Say NO to their request for 101 units vs. the 31 to 44 units staff says is allowed from the
underlying zoning-- this clustering of density adversely impacts the roads, neighborhood
and traffic in the area.

Unit mix tends to lend to the low income type not condo type of tenants. This is from
actual experience from a dormitory style building I own in PDX. Unit's break down as
follows: 16 studio apts units, 33 1-Bedroom std apts,20 Dlx. 1-bed.+ den units, and322'
bedroom/2 bath apts.
Given my background from 35 years of apartment management in PDX, I can clearly see
the potentialfor up to and even more that 137 children impacting the localelementary
school. This impact would be immediate upon rent-up. Actual calcs under Hud stds would
allow for 33 children with a parent in 1 bdrm unit, 40 or more in the 20 units with a den,
could even put 2 children Wbunk beds into the den., and 64 children into the 2 bedroom
units. Reality may have less impact, or even higher as some people fail to fully disclose.

Value lssues- $50 Million is untrue! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !! ! ! ! ! ! 1

With 22k sq ft of commercial/retail space, at 200$/sq ft (more than double any values now
in Shenryood) = Approx $SMillion in value (double valued-but hear me out)
101 +l- apts units at a average of $200,000 each,( more than any of the nice condos are
selling for in Shenuood. Gleneagle under $f 00K and the new ones around $160K)
lnflated values allowed would be20.2M or combined overinflated at $25M not 4x inflated
to 50$.

Now you can smoke and mirror this a million ways, but giving up the 6 acres for 3M and
giving an added 8M away in help and incentives, leave the Developer only needing 15M

to finish and already have a 50% profit in this project.. illl ALL ON THE BACKS OF
US ALREADY IN SHERWOOD \\N WOW, CAN I SIGH UP..?



Gommercial Tenants for Future?

Say NO to giving applicant approvals now and then LATER we find out what we get.

What is planned, not possibility, and letters of intent.. not hopes.

We cannot cannibalize our existing commercial bas*we would just trade vacancies:

Clancy's, Sherwood Coffee company, Rainbow Market, Antique malland the like

The PROVEN FAILURE TO RENTUP OR SELL THE 2 NEW BUILDING lN
DOWNTOWN, PLUS EXISTING VACANIES AT OUR CURRENT MALLS SHOWS THAT
THERE lS LITTLE OR NO NEED. I do understand that we æn dictate what to build. but
part of the process in planning to develop a need and fill it..

PUD Zoning lssues

lf you subtract the street (Columbia and Willamette improvements and needed
width), what is left of the parcel before you build anything..less than 5 acres

This proposalviolates the surrounding neighborhoods because it is not in
harmony with the surrounding area or its potential future use (See Chapter 16.72 Criteria
4 also see p. 9 of the Staff Report) .

Whv I am here todav

TO HELP YOU, and I am not from the govemment.

Your planning officier: Julia Hajduk may not have seen all thse problems or due
to time,budget, management and other restraints has failed to protect us.

THIS PUD lS A DUD. W¡th a lot of help, it could become a concept
proposal. Approval with terrns and conditions will not allow for this
to be a PREMIER DEVELOPMENT IN SHERWOOÞ" IIIII

Itwill become a planned unit high rise slum/project just like the ones in many a large sity
and even the older Golumbia Villa in PDX.

Examples with photos of earlier land use planning projects in town are included in my remarks

Respectfully submitted with attachments:

Sanford'Sandy" Rome
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Developers: Loss of tax breaks could halt proiects
The city of Portland is cons¡dering clamping down on some tax abatements

Portland Business Journal - by Andv Gieoerich Business Journal stalfwr¡ter

Portland developer Pat Kessi is considering a mixed-use project that would house middle-income residenls in St. Johns.

To make it happen, he wants the city of Portland to grant abatements that would reduce his property taxes over the next 10 years or so.

But as part ofa planned review ofits abatement program, the city could put the clamps on some ofthe tax breaks that Kessi and other

developers typically seek.

"That would hurt our abilityto do the project," said Kessi, who developed the Pearl District's muchlauded 937 Condos. "With
construction costs wherc they are, it continues to get tougher to do forwardlooking projects.

Kessi is one ofseveral housing developers who'll monitor potential changes to the abatement programs. The Portland Cþ Council could

overhaul programs that, through abatements aheady granted wiìl save housing deveìopers at least $4o.5 million in taxes through the year

2016.

The new attention comes as at least 68 tax abatements for various housing projects near expiration. Most ofthe abatements have lasted

for ro years and a¡e due to elçire by the end ofzoog. City officials say in most cases, developers will seek extensions oftheir abatements.

Housing developers say the incentives, which essentially rcduce their property tax bills, arc critical to Portland's economy. In particular,

the transit-oriented abatements help the city meet goals that encourage density along keytransportation corúdors.

"Ifthe continued public policy is to promote more dense development, those projects typicaìly involve more costs and other challenges"

related to parking and construction needs, said Chris Neìson, a principal with Portland-based developer Capstone Paftners LLC. "These

projects need a little more help, especially today when our development prices are going up more than rents or sale prices."

Commissioner Nick Fish, who overcees Portland's housing bureau, will examine the housing-related abatement programs to see whether
they remain viable.

"These programs were adopted at different times and for different purposes, and they've evolved over time," said Fish. "It's a good time to
step back and see ifthey've served the original goals' ofsimultaneously sparking affordable housing and mixed-use deveìopment.

Fish wants to determine new measures that gauge the programs' performance. Staffes will study whether more housing units were

develope{ how well the projects have served neighbors and whetler the would-be collected tax money would have been better spent as

part of tlre city's general fund.

Ofñcials currently measure the programs' success by the number of housing units the abatements create. For instance, abatement
programs for projects near downtown's light rail systems were credited with spawning much of the Pearl Distriet's residential growth, said

Barbara Sacþ a city planner.

The r8 transit-oriented developments that received certain tax exemptions between tgg7 and 2006 include a L7-acre Northeast Portìand

retirement facility developed by the Hazelwood Gnrup LLC, of Portland. The company recently asked the Portìand City Counciì to extend

its to-year tax exemption by another 21 years.

The group paid property tax of g8ßS8 in zooT on the development which has a real market value of $rr.6 million.

The counciì eventuaììy voted to extend the Hazelwood agreement by one mol€ year as it mulls ways to handle future extension requests.

The council must further decide how to address extension requests it denies. For instance, some affordable housing advocates fear that
developers who don't receive abatement extensions could convert their affordable units to market-rate housing.

Along with Fish's study, the city's audit services division plans to release a tax abatement report by the end of July.

Developers will watch the situation carefuìly.

"losing them could be a deal killer because margins on these projects are very tighg" said Brian Owendoff, vice president and general

manager for Portland's Opus Northwest LLC offìce. "The addition of real property taxes could be the breaking point between a project

making and not making economic sense."
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State closes historic deal
Development will reshape Salem

Portland Business Journal - by Wendv Culverwell Business Journal staff writer
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In one ofits biggest real estate deals ever, the state ofOregon has
enlisted Capstone Partners LLC to transform a pumpkin-covered
patch ofland in south Salem into a corporate park with more tlran
óoo,ooo square feet of indusbial space.

The deal will significantly diversiff Salem's government-dependent
economy.

last week, Oregon offrciaìs finalized a development agreement with
Portland-based Capstone to begin a decadesJong remake ofthe r8o-
acre prcperty into a center for industrial, distribution and office
users For Capstone, the Mill Creek Corporate Center project offes a

rare opportunityto develop clean land with easy access to Interstate
5. For local officials, including the city of Salem, the project is a rare opportunity to bring
nongovernmentjobs to the state capitol.

The state of Oregon is supplying the land, which has been used as farmland for more than
a century. Salem offrcials contributed their support along with urban development money
for infrastructure on the hope that jobs wilì replace the pumpkins.

tJltimately, the success of Mill Creek Corporate Center falls to Capstone, which won the
right to develop the site after a grueling competitive bid process that attracted some ofthe
region's largest industrial developers.

A big part of Capstone's job involves securing apprrrximately $5o million to prepare the
first 40 acres for development. If all goes according to plan, the first parcel will start
taking shape in mid-zoog and be ready for occupants a year later.

The development agrcement took mo¡e than a year to negotiate and was signed on the
cusp of a difficult week tlat calls into question the viability of anyprojectthat requires a
serious financiaì commitment Despite the tonent of harsh economic nens and fears that
invesbnent capital has dried up, Capstone officials say they're optimistic that their
financial paÉneÉ - typically institutional investors such as pension funds - will back
Mill Creek.

"I can't tell you we're not worried," said Chris Nelson, managing partner, He
acknowledged that the current climate may be "spooþ" but said the projectis zoro
opening coupledwith a demonshated need for industrial space that is close to Interstate 5
make the project athactive.

The neighborhood had its first indusÞial user move in less than two weeks ago. In a
separate deal, the state sold 8 acres for a So,ooo-square-foot FedEx distribution facility,
which opened late last month and which already is attracting a steady stream of toaffic.

cahy Cheney I P6dand

JoffSad(eüand ChrÈ
Nelson of Cap€ûone

Parhers willdeveloD a
Salëm pumpkin Ftoh
near Interstate 5.

View Larqer

Search for Jobs p@ered by onTafgetJobs

t,,. Search
,.--lj f.'.:. .--;

llailylf pdab ff;J,"'åËtrff Ïf'
tulAddræsl

Get the Portland DailyUpdate newsletter

Find Executives

Find Portland
Commercial Real
Estate mnlacts

See all Portland
contacts

SITE SECTIONS

Small
Business
Center
Sponsored by
CI-IASE

Visitthe Small
B-üEinelãllõãñier

Entrepreneur
Success
Stories
F¡nd out howthev
made it

http://portland.bizjournals.com/portland/stories/2008/1O/Oólstoryz.hfrnl rU512009



Neighborhoods strive to atfiact, control businesses - Portland Business Journal: Page I of 1

Members: þq_b I Not Registered? Reqister for free extra servlces,

Slte I News I Videos I Jobs

@rdã- Gd searchArchiveEu$ii¡Ë$"sJnunml ch.æeAn.,herc,v, rltñilrr
HOI\4E NEWS SMALL BUSINESS SALES & N¡KTG REAL ESTATE

Holiday Season Ouüæk Local Biz Directory

IN DÊPTH:

Poruand > Pr¡nt EdÍtion > ¡ndustr¡es > Commercial Real Estate

Fr¡day, October 10, 2008

businesses
Refashioning a lreet's reputat¡on as 'Sleaze Avenue'

Portiand Business Journal - by Anne Laufe Contributing wrìter

Print Email Reprints RSS Feeds Linkedln Share

EVENTS COMI',4UNITY CAREERS TRAVEL MORE TOPICS

PBJ Editorial Calendar Classifieds Book of L¡sG Subser¡b€ - Save Over 4970

Comments

e Subscr¡be to Portland Business Journal

The Japan Exchange & ïeaching Program

Search for Jobs pwered by $TargetJobs

ll ii ti Search it

-.-..,-,-,ii !--=:=i
Viw Porüand Jobs - 474 robs todav

llailYllPd"b ffi ffi' vóurinbox

EmallAddffil

Get the Portland Dailvuodate newsletter

Find Executives

Portland
Development
Commission

SITE SECTIONS

Small
Business
Center
Sponsored by
CFIASE

Visit the Small
E¡¡-imss cmter

Entrepreneur
Success
Stories
Find out how thev
made it

Related News

Report: Dropout rate hurtinq stâte's
999!!!!!!¡¿

Citv rece¡ves $4 million in lead+a¡nt
removal monev

Gorqe cities pæl effurts

proiect

Cahy Cheney I Podild

Community activist
Dåwn Rasmussen
anticipabs
improrÆrnents to
Northea$ 82nd
Avenue.

View Larqer

Neighborhoods strive to attrac[ control

C-om mu nity activist Dawn
Rasmussen has been working to
attract the úght kinds of
businesses to her northeast
Portland neighborhood.

She might be best known for her
workwith Save Madison South,
the Portland group that
successfullylobbiedto keep a big
-boxstorc from moving in acnrss

the street fiom Madison HiSh School.

City officials and developers say working with such communþ
activists is a critical part of any commerciaì deveìopment.

Rasmussen points out that she's always been pro-business.

Recognizing that "you get what you don't plan for,' Rasmussen and her neighbors have
taken matters into their own hands in an effort to remake Sznd Avenue with a town
square tlat includes restaurants, shops and a grccery store,

Thafs a far cry fircm its currcnt assortment of car ìots, porn shops an{ most recentìy,
pnrstitution.

*The main thing tlat everyone wants is businesses that sort of turn the tide," she said. "We
want to change the streefs reputation fircm Sleaze Avenue."

Save N.E. Sznd.Avenue has already spoken with City Commissioners Nick Fish and Randy
læonard, and met with city planners on OcL 2.

'We know the elected officials are going to be key because they are the policymakers,'
Rasmussen said.

The city is primed to listen. Deborah Stein, Portland district planner, said her disnict
liaisons rcgularþ meet with business and propefty owners, building relationshþ and
trying to serve a community development role.

"If in gettingto knowa communitywe findthere's a lack of certain services, we'll then try
to talk to (tJre Pordand Development Commiselon) about add¡essing tha!" Stein
said.

http:llportland.bizjournals.com/portlandlstoiesl200S/10/13/focus2l.htrnl tr/5t2009
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Chapter 16.40 PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (P{ID)*
Sections:
16.40.010 Purgose
I 6.40.020 Preliminarv Development Pian
16.40.030 Final Development Plan

16.40.040 General Provisions
16.40.050 Residential PLID
1 6.40.060 Non-Residential (-Commercial or Industrial) PUD
* Editor's Note: Some sections may not contain a history-

16.40.010 Purpose
A. PUDs integrate buildings,land use, transportation facilities, utility systems and open space

through an overall site design on a single parcel of land or multiple properties under one or more

ownerships. The PUD process allows creativity and flexibihty in site design and review which
cannot be achieved through a strict adherence to existing zoning and subdivision standards.

B. The PUD district is inænded to achieve the following objectives:

1; Encourage efficient use of land and resources that can result in savings to the community,

consumers and developers.
2. Preserve valuable landscape, terrain and other environmental features and amenities as

described in the Comprehensive Plan or through site investigations.

3. Provide diversified and innovative living, working or neighborhood shopping environments

that take into consideration community needs and activity pattems.

4. Achieve maximum energy efficiency in land uses'

(ord. 86-851 $ 3)
5. Promote innovative, pedestrian-friendly, and human scale design in architecture and/or other

site features that enhance the community or natural environment. (Ord. 2001-1 119 $ 1)

(Ord. No. 2008-015, $ 1, 10-7-2008)

| 6.40.020 Preliminary Development Plan

A. Generally
A pUD Preliminary Development Plan shall be submitted for the review and approval in

accordance with Chapter l6.72.PUDs shalt be considered: a) on sites that are unusually

constrained or limited in development potential, as compared to other land with the same

underlying zoningdesignation, b""aus" of: natural features such as floodplains, wetlands, and

extreme tõpograpþ, or man-made featr¡res, such as parcel configuration and surrorlnding

development; U.j o" parcels of land \ /ithin the Urban Renewal District where flexibility and

creativity in áesígn may result in geater public benefit than strict adherence to the code; or c.) in

other areas deeméd appropriated by Council during the adoption of a concept plan required by a

Metro UGB expansion. (Ord. 2001-7119 $ 1; 86-851)

B. Content
The Preliminary Developme,nt Plan application shall include the following documentation:

l. Existing 
"orrditio^ 

map(s) showing: All properties, existing uses, and zoning districts within

three h'ndied (300) feet, topography at five (5) foot intervals, floodplain, significant natural

vegetatiorr and features, private and public facilities including but not limitedto utilities, $reets,

p*]ç5, and buildings, hisioric and cultural resources, property boundaries,lot lines, and lot

dimensions andareu



2. Listing of all property owners adjacent to the PUD as per Section 16.72.020, including names

and addresses, and a listing of all persons, including names and addresses, with an interest in the

property subject to the PUD application.
3. Proposal map(s) showing: Alterations to topography, floodplain, natural vegetation, ûees and

woodlands, and other natural features, all sheets, utitity alignments and easements, parks and

open space, historic and cultural resources, other public and utility structures, and any other
dedicated land featu¡es or sffuctures, the parceling, lot consolidation, adjustnents, or subdivision
of land including basic parcel dimensions and areas, the phasing of the PUD, siting and

orientation of proposed new structures, including an identification of their intended use.

4. Narative describing: the intent of the PUD and how general PUD st¿ndards as per this
Chapter are me! details of the particular uses, densities, building types and archiæcfural controls

proposed form of ownership, occupancy and responsibility for maintenance for all uses and

facilities, trees and woodlands, public facilities to be provided, specific variations from the

standards of any underlying zoning district or other provisions of this Code, and a schedule of
development.
5. If the PUD involves the subdivision of land, the proposal shall also include apreliminary
subdivision plat and meet all requirements of Chapter 16-122. The preliminary subdivision shall

be processed concurrently with the PUD. (Ord' 2001-1119 $ 1; 86-851)

6. Architectural Pattern Book A compendium of architectural elevations, details, and colors of
each building type shall be submiued with any PUD application. The designs shall conform to

the site plan urban design criteria in Section 16.90.020(G) or any other applicable standards in
this Code. A pattern book shall act as the architectural control for the homeowner's association or

the commercial owner. An Architectural Pattern Book shall address the following:

a. Illustrative areas within the development application covered by the pattern book.

b. An explanation of how the pattern book is organiz-ed, and how it is to be used.

c. Define specific standards for architecture, color, texture, materials, and other design

elements.
d. Include a merisurement or checklist system to facilitate review of the development for

conformity with the pattern book.
e. Include the following information for each building type pennitted outright or conditionally

proposed in the PUD:
i. i4assing, facades, elevations, roof forms, proportions, materials, and color palette.

ii. Architectural relevance or vernacular to the Pacific Northwest.

iii. Doors, windows, siding, and entrances, including sash and trim details.

iv. Porches, chimneys, light fixtures, and any other unique details, ornamentation, or acc9nts.

v. A fencing plan with det¿ils that addresses the relationship between public space and

maint¿iniqg individuat privacy subj ect to Section 1 6-58.03 0'

C. Commission Review
The Commission shall review the application pursuant to Chapter 16.72 and may act to

recommend to the Council .pprorrul,-upptoval with conditions or denial. The Commission shall

make their decision based on the following criteria:

1. The proposed development is in substantial conformance withthe Comprehensive Plan and is

eligible for PIID consideration per 16.40-020. A.

2. Thepreliminary development plans include dedication of at least 15 percent of the buitdable

portion óf tltr site io the public in the form of usable open space, park or other public space,

isubject to the review of the Parks & Recreation Board) or to a private entity managed by a



homeowners association. Alternativet¡ if the project is located v¡ithin close proximity to existing

public spaces such as parks, libraries or plazns the development plan may propose no less than

5olo on-site public space with a detailed explanation of how the proposed development and

existing public spÍrces will together equally or better meet community needs.

3. Thãt exceptions from the standards of the underlying zonrngdistrict ¿Ire wananted by the

unique design and amenities incorporated in the development plan.

4. That the proposal is in hannony with the surrounding area or its potential future use, and

incorporater rroifi"d or intemally compatible architectural treafuents, vernacular, and scale

subject to review and approval in Subsection (BX6)'
5. 

-That 
the system of ownership and the means of developing, preserving and maintaining parks

and open spaces are acceptable.

6. That the PUD witl have a beneficial effect on the area which could not be achieved using the

rurderlying zoning disÍict.
7. fnât tne proposed developmen! or an independent phase of the development, can be

substantially completed \¡vithin one (l) year from date of approval.

8. That adequate public facilities and services are available or are made available by the

construction of the proj ect.
g. That the geo"*l objectives of the PUD concept and the specific objectives 9f the various

categories of-the PUDs described in this Chapter have been met. (Ord. 2001-1119 $ l; 98-1053;

86-8sr)
10. The minimum area for a Residentiat PUD shall be five (5) acres, unless the Commission

finds that a specific property of lesser area is suitable as a PUD because it is unusually

constrained by topography, landscape features, location, or surrounding development or

quatifies as "infill" as defined in Section 16.40.050(CX3). (Ord. 2001-1119 $ 1)

D. Council Action
Upon receþ of the findings and recommendations of the Commission, the Council shall conduct

a þubtic hearing pursuant Io Chapter 16.72. The Cor¡ncil may approve' conditionally approve, or

dËny the Preliminary Development Plan. A Council decision to approve the Pretiminary

Development ptan snall be bV ordinance establishing aPUD overlay zoning district. The

ordinance shall contain findings of fact as per this Section, state all conditions of approval, an{
set an effective date subject to approval of the Final Development Plan as per Section 16-40.030.

(Ord. 2001-1179 $ 1; 86-8sl)
E. Effect of Decision
Approval of the preliminary Development Plan shall not constitute final acceptance of the PUD'

epproval shall, however, bã binding upon the City for the purpose of preparation of the Final

Dävelopment Plan, and the City may rèquire only such ohanges in the plan as are necessary for

compliânce with the terms of preliminary approvals. (Ord. 86-851 $ 3)

(Ord. No. 2008-015, $ 1, 10-7-2008)

16.40.030 Final DeveloPment Plan

A. Generally
Upon upprorrul of the PUD overl ay z-oningdishict and preliminary development plan by the

Cäuncii, tf,e applicant shall prepare a detailed Final Development Plan as per this Chapter and

Section 16.7g110, for review and approval of the Commission. The Final Development Plan

shall comply with all conditions of ãpproval as per Section 16.40.020.I¡r addition, the applicant

sha¡ prep^ar! and submit a detailed site plan for any non-single-family structure or use not



addressed under Section 16.40.020@)(6), forreview and approval, pursuant to the provisions of
Chapter 16.90. The site plan shall be processed concurrently with the Final Development Plan.

(ord. 86-851 $ 3)
B. Final Subdivision Plat
If the PUD involves the subdivision of land, a final plat shall be prepared and submitted for final

approval, pursuant to Chapter 76.124- (Ord- 86-851 $ 3)

(Ord. No.2008-015, $ 1, 10-7-2008)

16.40.040 General Provisions
A. 1. Phasing
a. The City may require that development be done in phases, if public facilities and services are

not adequate to serve the entire development immediately.

b. any fUn which requires more than twenty four (24) months to complete shall be

constructed in phases that are substantially complete in themselves and shall conform to a

phasing plan approved as part of the Final Development Plan.

2. Failure to Complete
a. When substantial construction or development of a PUD, or any approved phase of a PUD,

has not taken place within one (1) year from the date of approval of a Final Development Plan,

the Commission shall determine whether or not the PUD's continuation, in whole or in part, is in

the public interest.
b. if continuation is found not to be in the public interes! the Cornmission shall recommend to

the Council that the PUD be extinguished. The Council, after public hearing, may extend the

PUD, extend with conditions, or extinguishthe PUD.

B. Changes in Approved Plans

1. Major Changes
proposed major changes in a Final Development Plan shall be considered the same as a new

application, and shall be made in accordance with the procedures specified in this Chapter.

2. Minor Changes
Minor changes in a Finat Development Plan may be approved by the Council without further

public heariãg or Commission review, provided that such changes do not increase densities,

"tt*g" 
boundaries or uses, or change the location or a¡nount of land devoted to specific uses.

(ord. 86-8s1 $ 3)
C. Multiple Zone Density Calculation
when a pioposed puo inlludes multiple zones, the densþ may be calculated based on the total

permitteä dånsity for the entire project and clustered in one or more portions of the project,

provided that thè project demonstrates compatibility wilh thre adjacent and nearby
^neighborhood(s) 

in terms of location of uses, building height, design and access-

(Ord. No.2008-015, $ 1, 10-7-2008)

16.40.050 Residential PUD
A. PermiuedUses
The following uses are permitted outright in Residential PUD when approved as part of a Final

Development Plan:
l. Varied housing types, including but not limited to single-farnily attached dwellings, zeto'lot

line housing, ro* ho*es, duplexes, cluster units, and multi-family dwellings.



2. RelatedNC uses which are designed and located so as to serve the PUD district and

neighborhood.
3. All other uses pemritted within the underlying zoning district in which the PUD is located.

(ord. 86-851 $ 3)
B. Conditional Uses
A conditional use perrritted in the underlying zone in which the PUD is located may be allowed
as a part of the PUD upon payment of the required application fee and approval by the

Commission as per Chapter 16.82. (Ord. 86-851 $ 3)
C. Development Standards
l. Density
The number of dwelling units permitted in a Residential PUD shall be the same as that allowed
in the underlying zoning district, except as provided in Subsection (C)(2), below or 16.40.040.C

above.
2. Density Transfer
Where the proposed PUD site includes lands withinthe base floodplain, wetlands and buffers, or

steeply sloped areas which are proposed for public dedication, and zuch dedication is approved

as a part of the preliminary development plan, then a density tansfer may be allowed adding a

maximum of ZlVoto the overall density of the land to be developed.

3. Minimum Lot Size
The minimum lot size required for single-famil¡ detached dwellings is 5,000 square feet, unless

the subject property qualifies ¿5 infill, defined as: parent parcel of 1.5 acres or less proposed for
land division, where a maximum 15olo reduction in lot size may be allowed from the minimum
lot size. (Ord. 2001-1119 $ 3; 86-851)
(Ord. No.2008-015, $ 1, 10-7-2008)

16.40.060 Non-Residential (Commercial or Industriat) PUD

A. PermittedUses
Any commercial, industriat or related use permitted outright in the underlying zoning district in
whichthe PUD is located, may be perrritted in aNon-Residential PUD, subject to Division VIII.
(ord. 9r-922 5 3; 86-85 I )
B. Conditional Uses
Conditional use permitted in the underlying zoning district in which the PUD is located may be

allowed as part of the PUD upon payment of required application fee and approval by

Commission.
(ord. 86-851 $ 3)
C. Development Standards

1. FloorArea
The gross ground floor area of princþal buildings, accessory buildings, and futrue additions shall

not Jxceedlixty percenr (60%) of the buildable portion of the PUD. 1 
'

2. Site and Structu¡al Standards
'yard 

setbacþ type of dwelling uni! lot frontage and width and use reshictions contained in this

Code may bewaived for theÑon-Residential PUD, providedthatthe intent and objectives ofthis
Chapter are complied with in the Final Development Plan. Building separations shall be

maintained in accordance with 1þs minimum requirements of the Fire Dishict.

3. Perimeter Requirements



iì

i

Unless topographical or other barriers within the PUD provide reasonable privacy for existing
uses adjacent to the PUD, the Commission shall require that structures located on the perimeter

of the PUD be:
a- Setback in accordance with provisions of the underlying zoning dishict within which the
PUD is located and./or:

b. Screened so as to obscure the view of structures in the PUD from other uses.

4. Height
Maximum building height is unlimited, provided a sprinkler system is installed in all buildings
over two (2) stories, as approved by the Fire District, excepting that where structures are within
one hundred (100) feet of a residential z-onq the maximum height shall be limited to that of the

residential zone.
5. Community Design Standards
For standards relating to off-street parking and loading, enerry conservation, historic resources'

environmental resources, landscaping, access and egress, signs, parks and open spaçe, on-site

storage, and site design, see Divisions V, VIII and X.
6. Density Transfer
Where the proposed PUD includes lands within the base floodplair¡ a density transfer may be

allowed in accordance with Section 16.142.040.
7. Minimum Site Area
a. Commercial PUD
Minimr¡m area for a Commercial PUD shall be five (5) acres. Development of a Commercial

PUD of less than five (5) acres may be allowed íf the PUD can be developed consistent with the

intent and standards of this Chapter, as determined by the Commission.

b. Indusüiat PUD
The minimum site area for an Industrial PtlD shatl be twenty (20) acres.

(ord. 91-922 $ 3; 86-8s1)



Chapter 16.18 MEDILJM DENSITY RESIDENTIAL HIGH (MDRÐ*
Sections:
16.18.010 Purpose
16. i8.020 Permitted Uses
16. 18.030 Conditional Uses
16. 18.040 Dimensional Standards
16. 1 8.050 Community Desi=en

16.18.060 Flood Plain
* Editols Note: Some sections may not contain a history.

16.18.010 Purpose
The MDRH zoning district provides for a variety of medium density housing, including single-

family, two-family housing, manufactured housing on individual lots, multi-family housing, and

other related uses, with a density not to exceed eleven (l l) dwelling units per acre and a density
not less than 5.5 dwellings per acre may be allowed. Mnor land partitions shall be exempt from
the minimum density requirement.
(ord. 86-851 $ 3)

16. 18.020 Permitted Uses
The following uses and their accessory uses are permitted outright:
A. Single-family detached or attached dwellings.
B. Two-family dwellings.
C. Accessory dwelling unit subject to Chapter 16.52.
(Ord.2000-1108 $ 3)
D. Manufactured homes on individual lots as per Sec-tion 16.46.010.
(Ord. 89-898 $ l; 86-851)
E. Multi-family dwellings.
F. Agricultural uses such as truck farming and horticulture, but excluding commercial buildings
or structures, or the raising of animals other than household pets.

G. Home occupations, subject to Chapter 16.42.

H. Group homes not exceeding five (5) unrelated persons in residence, family day care
providers, government assisted housing, provided such facilities are substantially identical in
physical form to other types of housing allowed in the zoning district.
(Ord. 91-922 Ë 2; 86-85 l)
L Public recreational facilities, including but not limited to parks, playfields, sports and racquet
courts, but excluding golf courses which are permitted conditionally.
J. PUDs, subject to Chapter 16.40 and Section 16.12.070.
K. Temporary uses, including but not limited to portable construction and real estate sales

offices, subject to Chapter 16.86.
L. Residential care facility.
(ord. er-e22 S 2)
M. Townhomes, subject to Chapter 16.44.

16. 18.030 Conditional Uses



The following uses and their accessory uses are permitted as conditional uses when approved in

accordance with Chapter 16.82:

A. Churches and parsonages.

B. Public and private schools providing education at the preschool level or higher, but

excluding commercial trade schools which are prohibited.

C. Daycare facilities other than family day care providers which are permiued outright.

D. Government offrces, including but not limited to postal stations, administrative ofüces,

police and fire stations.
E. Public use buildings, including but not limited to libraries, museums, community centers,

and senior centers.
F. Plant nurseries and other agricultural uses including commerçial buildings and structures.

G. Special care facilities, including but not limited to hospitals, sanitariums, and convalescent

homes.
H. Private lodges, fraternal organizations, country clubs, golf cowses, and other similar clubs.

L Public and private utilities, including but not limited to telephone exchanges, electric sub-

stations, gas regulator stations, sewage treatment plants, water wells, and public work yards.

J. Any business, service, processing, storage, or display not conducted entirely within an

enclosed building which is essential or incidental to any permitted or conditional use, as

determined by the Commission.
K. Raising of animals other than household pets.

L. Public golf courses.

16. I 8.040 Dimensional St¿ndards
No lot are4 setbacþ yard, landscaped area, open space, oñstreet parking or loading area' or
other site dimension or requirement, existing orL or after, the effective date ofthis Code shall be

reduced below the minimum required by this Code. Nor shall the conveyance of any portion of a
lot, for other than a public use or right-of-way, leave a lot or structure on the remainder of said

lot with less than minimum Code dimensiens, area, setbacks or other requirements, except as

permitted by chapter 16.84.
(Ord. 9r-922 S 2; 86-8s t )
A. Lot Dimensions
Except as modified under Chapter 16.68 (Infill Development), Chapter 16.144, Chapter 16.44

(Townhomes), or as otherwise provided, required minimum lot areas and dimensions shall be:

TABLE INSET:

1. Lot areas:

a. Single-Family Detached: 5,000 sq ft

b. Single-Family Attached: 4,000 sq ft

c. Two-Family: 8,000 sq ft

d. Manufactured Homes: 5,000 sq ft

e. Multi-Family: 8,000 sq ft

(forthe fust two (2) units & for each additional unit) 3,200 sq ft



a
L. Lot width at front properry line: 25 feet

a
J. Lot width at buildine line:

a. Single-Family: 50 feet

b. Two'Family & Multi-Family: 60 feet

c. Manufactured Homes: 50 feet

4. Lot depth: 80 feet

(Ord.2006-021)
5. Townhome lots are subject to Chapter 16.44.

(Ard. 2002-1126 $ 2; 2001-1 123; 86-851 $ 3)
B. Setbacks
Except as modified under Chapter 16.68 (Infill Development), Section 16.144.030, Chapter

16.44 (Townhomes), or as otherwise provided, required minimum setbacks shall be:

TABLE INSET:

I
Front yard:

20 feet

2. Side yard:

a. Single-Family Detached: 5 feet

Corner Lot (street side):
15 feet

b. Single-Family Attached (one side): 5 feet

c. Two-Family: 5 feet

Corner Lot (street side):
15 feet

d. Manufactured Home: 5 feet

Corner Lot (street side):
15 feet

e. Multi-Family, for portions of elevations that are:

24 feet or less in height: 5 feet

Greater than24 feet in height: (see setback requirements in Section
2.309.0308)

Corner Lot (street side)
20 feet

J. Rear yard: 20 feet



4. Accessory buildings see Chapter 16.50 -- Accessory Uses.
(Ord. 2003-l ls3 $ l)
5. Buildings which are grouped together in one project on one (1) tract of land shall be

separated by a distance equal to the sum of the required side yards for each building (i.e., as

though an imaginary lot line is placed between the buildings).
(Ord. 2006 -02r ; e1-922 5 2; 86-85 l)
6. Townhomeg subject to Chapter 16.44.
(Ord.2002-1126 $ 2;2001-1123; 86-851 $ 3)
C. Height
Except as otherwise provided for accessory structures, or for townhomes under Chapter 76.44, or
for infill development under Chapter 16.68, the maximum height of structu¡es shall be two and
one-half (2- l/2) stories orthirty-five (35) feet, whichever is less. Chimneys, solar and wind
energy devices, radio and TV aerials, and similar structures attached to residential dwellings and

accessory buildings, may exceed this height limitation by up to twenty (20) feet. Height of
townhomes may be three (3) stories, subject to Chapter 16.44.

(Ord. 200ó -02r; 2002-1126 $ 2; 200 I - I I 23 ; 86-85 I )

16. 18.050 Community Design
For standards relating to oËstreet parking and loading, energy conservation, historic resources,

environmental resources, landscaping, access and egress, signs, parks and open space, on-site
storage, and site desigr¡ see Divisions V, VIII and D(
(ord. 86-851 $ 3)

16.18.060 FloodPlain
Except as otherwise provided, Section 16.134.020 shall apply.
(Ord. 2000-1092 $ 3; 88-979; 87 -867 ; 86-85 1)


